In a series of interviews and observations conducted over the past two years, we examined how designers have created, adopted, and evolved design methods into practice. These studies have led us to question the processes used and assumptions held by those who have been involved in developing new design methods. Our studies have shown that even though user-centered design is advocated by most researchers and practitioners, when it comes to their own way of developing design methods for others, it is not done using a user-centered approach. However, we found interesting differences among the three categories of interviewees;
INTRODUCTION
Developing new methods for design is something that many HCI researchers and professionals are involved in. The reason for this engagement is often that they see existing practices as not sufficient or that they observe an opportunity for a new approach, a new way of doing things. The pursuit of new methods can yield new ways of thinking and working that can be both useful and valuable. But, even if new methods may produce excellent results they are not always adopted by professionals to the extent that the method developer would like to see [8, 9, 12] .
It is, as some studies have shown, difficult to develop methods that will be used broadly by practicing professionals [4, 8, 9, 11] . The professional designer already has a huge number of tools and methods at their disposal and if existing simpler or more enjoyable methods already produce satisfactory results, the incentives to learn and adopt a new method is low.
In order to investigate this area we first have to set the stage with some definitions. We work with a very generic definition of design methods. We see approaches, frameworks, methods, techniques, and tools as forms of a method. A design method is something that is supposed to support the design process for a professional designer, by either giving step-by-step instructions or by providing a framework of thinking. Even though we are inclusive in our definition, we require that the methods we are looking at are well described and are manifested in some form in writings and/or visual schemas. A method should be transferable to someone else without the developer having to be present. We are also primarily looking at design methods for interaction design aimed to be used by professional practitioners in the field. We are not looking at methods developed for use primarily in academic research. Method developers, as defined in this paper, may be practicing professionals, academics or scholars.
The intent of our study was, in part, to examine the acceptance or success of design methods. So, it became necessary to define what that means. What makes a method "good," "desirable," or "useful"? When is a method a success? The question of whether or not a method is actually 'good' in the sense that it improves the design process and leads to better results is an extremely complex and difficult question. In our study we have therefore used a definition where success is simply defined as being broadly adopted by practitioners. Our concern is not if the method produces good results even though for practical purposes this is a primary concern.
The relationship between theory and practice when it comes to design has been addressed in many different fashions, for instance, as a general theoretical problem [1, 10] , and also in the field of HCI [9, 11] . It is possible to speculate why method development is not always successful in producing methods that will be accepted and used by professional practitioners. For instance, it has been argued that methods are in many cases developed by people who are researchers and not practicing designers [8, 9] . Design method developers who are academics may have inaccurate perceptions of what is desired of a method for a practicing designer [4, 9] . Another potential reason why a method does not gain widespread use may be that it is primarily Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this work for personal or classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation on the first page. Copyrights for components of this work owned by others than the author(s) must be honored. Abstracting with credit is permitted. To copy otherwise, or republish, to post on servers or to redistribute to lists, requires prior specific permission and/or a fee. Request permissions fromdeveloped for research purposes rather than aimed at professional practice [11] . A new method may be created based on the needs of the method developers themselves. It is not uncommon that new methods developed by researchers are only tested using students or novices and not professional practitioners or in professionally realistic contexts. These may all be reasons why many methods are created but few become frequently used in practice.
Our research is an attempt to look more closely at these reasons and to examine what method developers themselves think about the challenge of developing new methods that will actually be used by a broader professional community.
Maybe it is not a problem that a vast majority of developed methods never become used in practice. Maybe it is a process of evolution where only the methods deserving to survive become used. This would then mean that our object of study is not a problem but something that is part of a natural process. We see this as quite probable. But, we also see it as a problem that much research in the field makes the case that the purpose is to develop new methods to improve practice while it is not measured in a serious way.
In order to explore this topic we have conducted an interview study with method developers. The purpose of this study is to get some first insights on why people develop methods, how they see their own role, and what they see as success. Based on our interviews we present some insights that we believe shed some light on the state of method development in our field today.
Interview/Survey Study
During these last four years we have engaged with professional practitioners around questions concerning design methods, design competence, professional expertise, etc. We have conducted a series of interview studies during this time, each with a somewhat different focus and purpose. However, all these studies have laid the groundwork for this particular study. This paper will primarily rest on a set of eleven interviews conducted in 2013. The subjects that we interviewed were selected through snowball sampling.
Most of the subjects that we interviewed had at some point been involved in academia and formal research. Some of the subjects worked primarily in academia. While some of these do work occasionally as design practitioners or consultants, the bulk of their work is in the academic domain. Some of them are primarily practicing designers who work on design projects for either their employer or for clients. A few of the subjects work in both academia and as design practitioners. We consider our subjects to be highly skilled and experienced in their professional field. Nearly all of our subjects had been working in design related fields as academics and/or practitioners for at least ten years and many of them for many years more than that.
We found that only a few of our subjects fit neatly into a single descriptive category as "academic" or "practitioner."
Most of them sit in a unique position on a continuum between academic and practitioner. Nonetheless, as we conducted interviews and observations we found it useful to divide our subjects into three general categories of people who are involved in the development of new methods:
• Academics -researchers who are working with students and conducting research
• Practitioners -designers who are working for clients or doing other project-based, commercial work
• Academic/Practitioners -designers who do client or project-based work and who also work with students and/or conduct research
Our interviews were semi-formal and were conducted in two ways. Subjects were offered the option to either complete a written survey or participate in a recorded interview. Subjects were asked a set of specific, predetermined questions. But, often as the dialog proceeded subjects would elaborate on their answers. This produced further questions and the dialog would become more organic prompting us to probe more deeply or in varying directions. Many of the subjects corresponded with us before and after the interviews to share with us thoughts and resources related to their work in developing methods.
ANALYSIS AND OVERALL FINDINGS
Before conducting the interviews we reviewed methods and other related materials that our subjects had developed. This continued after the interviews had been conducted as we reviewed the interviews and other materials related to the subjects work. This process involved repeatedly listening to interviews or reviewing written responses -looking for similarities or disparities between various subject's interviews and related materials. We searched for concepts and concerns that subjects shared or had in common. We also looked for concepts and concerns that were unique to individual subjects. We will first discuss some overall comments that we found relevant and that set the stage.
One of our subjects noted that, "There is an explosion of methods and people making encyclopedias and dictionaries. Really at the root of them there are some basic foundational methods that they are all built from." Many of our subjects felt that the methods that they had developed were not necessarily new but rather that they were a unique combination of existing methods. One subject stated, "It's difficult to describe what kind of method it is because it's a mix of many methods." Another said of their method that it is, "not a "method" but a practice combining a number of different methods." Similar sentiments seemed to run throughout our interviews as methods developers noted that their method was a combination of two or more previously existing methods or concepts.
Many of the methods developers we spoke with shared common concerns and insights about the way that methods are being developed and how that influenced their use. Those subjects that were primarily involved in academia Reflection on UX Design #chi4good, CHI 2016, San Jose, CA, USA were concerned about the usefulness of their methods in domains of commercial design practice. Those who were primarily commercial practitioners expressed concerns about the usability and effectiveness of the methods that they developed and adapted or adopted into their design process. One subject stated that elements of their method, "are working if people are having fun using them."
FINDINGS FROM THE INTERVIEWS
The primary purpose of our study was to see if it is possible to find reasons and causes for why so many design methods are developed and so few are 'successful' in being broadly used. We will here comment on what we, so far in our analysis, see as possible explanations regarding each category of interviewees. This means that, among the practitioners we interviewed, they did not necessarily see their method development as intentional. Instead it was seen as part of their work habit to reflect on what works well and to try to formulate or script these well-working activities in such a way that they can be remembered and re-used in more effective ways. A single method that is adopted by a practitioner may be iterated upon many times as they attempt to adapt it to suit their needs. Multiple iterations on a single method may be developed and tested in as short a period as a single day, a week, or a month and may be cast aside or may evolve slowly over many years.
In the context of professional design practice a method is tested many times by designers who are pragmatists and experts. The method developer is often part of a team of method users intent on improving their larger design process. This means that new methods are primarily developed through a design process or in a designerly way.
New ideas lead to drafts of a method, that leads to some form of prototype of the method that is tested through frequent iterations, etc., where the measure of success is built into the process as a straightforward concern for the method procuring the needed results at each step. In many cases practitioners are satisfied if they themselves can use the method they developed with good results. Spreading and sharing their methods with others outside their immediate work context is not a concern.
Academics
The process of developing and testing a method in an academic setting can be more difficult than in professional practice. Sometimes a method is tested only once and then, rather than being iterated upon, it is set aside as a point of analysis, discussion, and a starting point for future research. In many cases academics develop new methods as a tool to be taught in the classroom. As such, these methods are often tested using only novice designers such as students.
Method testing in academia is frequently done in lab environments, that is, not using the full complexity of real design cases. This means that academic method developers have a difficult time finding ways to accurately measure the potential, real-world effectiveness of their methods. To engage in real design cases outside the academic context is complicated and difficult. Even when it is sometimes done, the researchers run the process, which makes the process less realistic. This means that even a method that shows promise may be set aside and remain underdeveloped due to lack of real context and expert users. Interestingly enough and perhaps even surprisingly -even though these concerns were mentioned by our subjects they were not mentioned as major problems.
Furthermore, and related to the above, academics may sometimes have idealized or inaccurate notions of what professional practitioners struggle with. In many ways it is this use of an idealized model that might most inhibit academics from generating methods that are effective or desirable for practitioners. Even for someone who may not be an academic, it is tempting to design a method that reflects an idealized model of his or her view of practice. Of course, we did not hear from the academics that they may have idealized notions of practice, instead we heard from the practitioners that this is sometimes the reason they do not find methods developed in academia as useful as methods from other practitioners.
Developing a new design method is a process that often takes large amounts of time and resources. The description from the professional practitioners is that they have the opportunity to incorporate this process in the context of use, which means it can span the course of many projects and years. This is however not the case in the context of academia where research oriented endeavors have to be set up as studies and more formal tests often must be performed. The process becomes extraordinarily resource and time heavy. The lack of resources becomes a simple Reflection on UX Design #chi4good, CHI 2016, San Jose, CA, USA reason for why methods developed in academia are not always tested and explored to the degree needed.
It may also be the case that academic researchers who are engaged in method development become too attached to their designed methods since the method is supposed to manifest some intellectual or theoretical idea that the researcher is exploring. Too strong a desire to see their method succeed may result in them treating the method too gently when testing it. It may not only be difficult to find expert users to do rigorous, repeated iteration and testing in the context of academia but if a method is held too dearly this type of testing may actually be avoided.
Practitioner/Academic
It seems most methods that are successfully adopted into practice are those that have been developed by designers who have one foot in academia and the other in practice.
We found in our interviews and observations that it is the methods designed by the academic-practitioner that most commonly moves from development to wide spread usage. This is perhaps because they enjoy the benefits and at the same time are also able to avoid many of the limitations at either end of our academic/practitioner continuum.
REFLECTION AND DISCUSSION
Many method developers would describe themselves as proponents of user-centered design processes. Yet, when developing new methods, it seems from our interviews that they often fail to realize that they are in fact designing for a 'user.' They are designing a method that is supposed to be used by professional designers. In this case, designers become users.
If we accept the idea that a designer for whom someone is developing a method is a user, and that user-centered design is a suitable approach, then there are consequences to be considered. We will here only briefly comment on some of the aspects of user-centered design that could be seen as problematic in our findings.
One of the corner stones in user-centered design is the assumption that user research is crucial to a professional design process. This then would in our case mean that method development has to involve user research. User research would include questions such as -who are the potential users? How do they see their own practice? What are their needs, desires, issues and problems, etc? Our interviews did not show any obvious signs that this type of user research is common in any of the three categories.
Another corner stone in user-centered design is the assumption that user testing is needed in order to develop and refine a design. We found that in academia user testing during the design of methods is a particular weak spot.
Testing is not done in the same structured and intentional way as is proposed by the user-centered design approach.
For the practitioner category testing of methods is not really something that exists except as 'experiments' with new methods in real projects. In academia user testing is of course more prevalent, but not in the way it is advocated in user-centered design where it is commonly argued to test designs by those who will actually use the final design or by someone who can be seen as closely representative.
CONTRIBUTION
Our main contribution is the recognition that a substantial part of method development efforts, especially those in academia, are not carried out as user-centered design processes even though they are done by those who commonly advocate such an approach. Based on our findings, we believe that method design might benefit from adopting more of the core characteristics of user-centered design -e.g. rigorous, extensive, expert testing in actual contexts of use.
This would mean that practitioners have to be understood as (methods) users. And if the measure of success for a new method is its broad adoption by practitioners then method development should be performed as user-centered design, including user research and user testing. One of our interviewees aptly stated that, "method development is a meta-design process." That is to say that a method is designed by a designer for designers to design with.
Another subject commented at length about "The usability of methods," noting the importance of "a user-centered approach to developing methods".
Based on our study, we found that when investigating the process of design method development, user research and user testing are often overlooked. Perhaps this is due to the fact that many designers of methods identify themselves as the 'user' and believe that they themselves accurately represent 'real' users. We see this as problematic. In usercentered design, it is commonly believed that the designers are not able to identify with the real users in a substantial way, which is why user research and testing are crucial.
Based on our study we believe that the issues concerning method development that we have examined are primarily concerns for academics. These issues are some of the primary causes for design methods developed in academia not being adopted more broadly into professional practice. This means that such methods often do not have a significant impact on professional practice in the field.
